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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The examiner in charge of this application has changed to Primary Examiner 
Jeffery A. Brier. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed on July 06, 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed July 06, 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive to the extent the claims do not define "explosion parameter", thus, the 
red, green, blue, and alpha channel data of each polygon in the combination of 
Tsukamoto and Ito teaches an "explosion parameter" since the red, green, blue, and 
alpha data form at least the shape of the plurality of particles which due to the "at least 
one" phrase is all the claims now claim. Thus, the previous 103 rejection is maintained. 

Applicant appears to be reading limitations from the specification into the claims. 
The examiner must give the claims the broadest reasonable interpretation and due to 
the open ended "at least one" phrase the claims must be interpreted to claiming only 
one explosion parameter. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In response to 
applicant's argument in the last paragraph on page 9 and the first paragraph on page 10 
that the RGBalpha channels do not define parameters related to video effect applicant 
needs to consider that a recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must 
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result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art 
structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. Currently 
the claimed intended use is the shape of the plurality of particles which is fully met by 
the image in the RGBalpha channel of Ito and by the inherent RGB data of Tsukamoto 
polygon data. Applicant needs to better claim that each channel defines one 
corresponding parameter of the plurality of explosion parameters and that the plurality 
of channels define a corresponding plurality of explosion parameters. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to. which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1 and 3-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Independent claims 1 and 11 were amended 
by the July 06, 2005 amendment to claim "each channel defining at least one explosion 
parameter of said video particle explosion effect". Due to the "at least one" phrase each 
channel is now claimed to define many explosion parameters while the specification at 
paragraphs 019, 024, and 041-044 clearly describes one type of explosion parameter is 
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expressed by one channel and paragraph 045 expresses an alternative embodiment 
where only one channel exists and it is used to express all of the explosion parameters. 
Thus, the claims now claim something that was not conveyed in the specification. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1 and 3-12 are rejected under 35. U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Independent claims 1 and 1 1 were amended 
by the July 06, 2005 amendment to claim "each channel defining at least one explosion 
parameter of said video particle explosion effect, including a shape of a plurality of 
particles". The claims appear to be claiming that each channel defines a shape of a 
plurality of particles which is different than that which is described in the specification. 
See paragraphs 019, 024, and 041-045. Similarly the added language when the "at 
least one" phrase is read to mean "one" claims only one parameter of the explosion is 
defined by each of the channels which is different than that which is described in the 
specification. See paragraphs 019, 024, and 041-045. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1,3, 5-7, and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tsukamoto et al (6,570,569) in view of Ito (6,690,810). The previous 
rejection of claims 1 and 1 1 have been modified to reflect the changes made to claims 1 
and 11. 

Claim 1: 

Regarding claim 1 , Tsukamoto et al discloses that the claimed feature of a 
method for generating a sequence of object definition data sets for a video particle 
explosion effect comprising: providing a graphics image data file [i.e. " the polygon data 
group of the object", which specified by "the video block"; 1 1 See col 8 line 4-5, col 6 
line 18-44, col 7 line 62-col 8 line 12] of a particle pattern defining a shape [i.e. "the 
shape of the display element" See col 2 line 34-36, col 7 line 51-54, col 7 line 39-40, col 
16 line 64-65] of a plurality of particles [i.e. "display element"; 1-29 shown in Fig 6(b)]; 
generating a sequence of object definition data sets [i.e. " the polygon position data and 
polygon direction data of the display element per frame displaying period", "the renewal 
of frame image data" See col 8 line 19-21, col 8 line 29-30, col 9 line 48-50] using 
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graphics image data file; wherein object definition data sets can be used to render a 
particle explosion effect [i.e. "collapsing motion"] on a video file. (See Fig 8-14) 

Tsukamoto et al does not specifically discloses that graphics image data file has 
a plurality of channels , such as a red channel, a green channel, a blue channel and an 
alpha channel. 

However, such limitation is shown in the teaching of Ito. [i.e. image file with 
RGBa channels! (See "the image separating portion" 14, "channel" 22 in Fig 1, col 12 
line 43-55, col 12 line 63-30). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the teaching of 
Ito into the teaching of Tsukamoto et al, in order to represent image data with effective 
manner, as such improvement is also advantageously desirable in the teaching of 
Tsukamoto et al for drawing proper display attribute of each display element of the 
polygon data group of the object with optimized manner. 

This claim does not define "explosion parameter", thus, the red, green, blue, and 
alpha channel data of each polygon in the combination of Tsukamoto and Ito teaches 
an "explosion parameter" since the red, green, blue, and alpha data form at least the 
shape of the plurality of particles which due to the "at least one" phrase is all the claims 
now claim. 

Claim 3: 

Regarding claim 3, Tsukamoto et al does not specifically discloses that graphics 
image data file has a plurality of channels , which are a red channel, a green channel, a 
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blue channel and an alpha channel. However, such limitation is shown in the teaching 
of Ito. [i.e. image file with RGBa channels ] (See "the image separating portion" 14, 
"channel" 22 in Fig 1, col 12 line 43-55, col 12 line 63-30) It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art to incorporate the teaching of Ito into the teaching of Tsukamoto et 
al, in order to represent image data with effective manner, as such improvement is also 
advantageously desirable in the teaching of Tsukamoto et al for drawing proper display 
attribute of each display element of the polygon data group of the object with optimized 
manner. 

Regarding claim 5, Tsukamoto et al disclose that particle pattern is a shattered 
glass pattern. (See Fig 6(b)) 

Regarding claim 6, Tsukamoto et al discloses that a step of drawing graphics 
image data file. [i.e. "dashed lines the display elements structuring object"; See col 7 
line 39-40, Fig 6(b), "outline of each display element"; See col 14 line 59-60] 

Regarding claim 7, Tsukamoto et al discloses that defining an edge [i.e. "dashed 
line", "outline"] for plurality of particles [i.e. display element"] (See col 7 line 39-40, col 
14 line 59-60, Fig 6(b)) and filling up each of plurality of particles with a different color 
[i.e. "bitmap data" See col 9 line 50-52]. 
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Regarding claim 9, Tsukamoto et al discloses that identifying a plurality of 
triangles [i.e. "polygon"] for each particle ["display element"] (See col 7 line 44-54 )and 
storing shape information ["the shape of the display element"] from each triangle in 
object definition data sets. [i.e. " the polygon position data and polygon direction data of 
the display element per frame displaying period", "the renewal of frame image data" See 
col 8 line 19-21, col 8 line 29-30, col 9 line 48-50] 

Regarding claim 10, Tsukamoto et al discloses that identifying a plurality of 
triangles ["polygon"] for each particle and storing parameter information from each 
triangle in object definition data sets [i.e. " the polygon position data and polygon 
direction data of the display element per frame displaying period", "the renewal of frame 
image data" See col 8 line 19-21, col 8 line 29-30, col 9 line 48-50], parameter 
information being extracted from each channel. (See col 8 line 4-7) 

Claim 11: 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Tsukamoto et al discloses that the claimed feature of a 
method for rendering a video particle explosion effect on a video source data file 
comprising: providing a graphics image data file [i.e. " the polygon data group of the 
object", which specified by "the video block"; 11 See col 8 line 4-5, col 6 line 18-44, col 7 
line 62-col 8 line 12] of a particle pattern [i.e. "display element"; 1-29 shown in Fig 6(b)]; 
defining a shape [i.e. "the shape of the display element" See col 2 line 34-36, col 7 line 
51-54, col 7 line 39-40, col 16 line 64-65] of a plurality of particles; generating a 
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sequence of object definition data sets [i.e. " the polygon position data and polygon 
direction data of the display element per frame displaying period", "the renewal of frame 
image data" See col 8 line 19-21, col 8 line 29-30, col 9 line 48-50] using graphics 
image data file [i.e. "image data read from the CD-Rom"] (See Fig 2, col 6 line 18-31); 
providing a video source data file; rendering video particle explosion effect [i.e. 
"collapsing motion"] using object definition data sets and video source data file. (See Fig 
8-14) 

Tsukamoto et al does not specifically discloses that graphics image data file has 
a plurality of channels , such as a red channel, a green channel, a blue channel and an 
alpha channel. 

However, such limitation is shown in the teaching of Ito. [i.e. image file with 
RGBa channels] (See "the image separating portion" 14, "channel" 22 in Fig 1, col 12 
line 43-55, col 12 line 63-30). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to incorporate the teaching of 
Ito into the teaching of Tsukamoto et al, in order to represent image data with effective 
manner, as such improvement is also advantageously desirable in the teaching of 
Tsukamoto et al for drawing proper display attribute of each display element of the 
polygon data group of the object with optimized manner. 

This claim does not define "explosion parameter", thus, the red, green, blue, and 
alpha channel data of each polygon in the combination of Tsukamoto and Ito teaches 
an "explosion parameter" since the red, green, blue, and alpha data form at least the 
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shape of the plurality of particles which due to the "at least one" phrase is all the claims 
now claim. 

Regarding claim 12, Tsukamoto et al discloses that loading each field of video 
source data file [i.e. "image data read from the CD-Rom"] into a graphics engine [i.e. 
VDP; 110 in "video block" 11] (See Fig 2, col 6 line 18-31); loading a corresponding one 
of sequence of object definition data sets [i.e. " the polygon position data and polygon 
direction data of the display element per frame displaying period", "the renewal of frame 
image data" See col 8 line 19-21, col 8 line 29-30, col 9 line 48-50] into graphics engine; 
generating a particle exploded ["collapsing"] video output [i.e. "video signal output" See 
Fig 2, col 5 line 35-36, col 6 line 40-44] using field and corresponding object definition 
data sets. (See Fig 8-14). 

1 0. A prior art rejection cannot be made for claims 4 and 8 because the metes and 
bounds of the claims are not definite and because the specification does not support the 
claims. Thus, an indication of allowability would be premature. In re Steele, 305 F.2d 
859,134 USPQ 292 (CCPA 1962) (it is improper to rely on speculative assumptions 
regarding the meaning of a claim and then base a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 on 
these assumptions). 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffery A Brier whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
7656. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 7:00 to 3:30. If attempts to 
reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Michael 
Razavi, can be reached at (571) 272-7664. The fax phone Number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Jeffery A Brier 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2672 



